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Soviet Defense Cost Higher, C.LA. Says
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2 Yors Times manpower than previnusly esti-
WASHINGTON, May §—The Mted btut rather that the cost
Central Intellizence Agency has OF these defense programs is
nearly doublad its estimate of Tveater thrn-we originally had:
hew much of the Soviet Econg. €stimated.” e oy
my is devoting to defense as , The C.LA pubiication, t_zﬂe:i
a result of a conclusion that ' Estimated — Soviet Defense]
it has been greatly underesti- Spendinz in Rubles, 1930-75,"
mationg the cost of Soviet wea-;noted that the intellivence,
poas production. tagency had nbteined new mfor-;

The higher estimate does not mation that had led to the con-|
reflect any growth in Soviet mi-¢lusion that the Soviet defensz:
litary strength, but it does pro-iindustries ere .less efficient;
vide new hypotheses on the pri-:than formierly believed znd that
orities of the Sovist leadership;the ruble costs of weapens and
in weighing civilian versus de. euigment was higher than pré-
fense expenditures. 1viously estimated. C.

The latest C.IA. estimate,! As<a -5t ithe study “srid.;
made public by the House! "the resource impact of'thg de-
Armed Services Committee and- fense effort on the Sotiet a~o-
Senater William Proxmire, De-.nemy has been considerably
mocrat of Wisconsin, is that 11.2reater than we pryviously re-
to 13 percent of the Sovieticognized.” . ‘ :
gross national product is devot-: ~ “We now realize. that the;
ed to defense. iSoviet leaders have heen morei

Kpeciat ty

-Previously, the CLA. had es-;"~illin~ thaa e thoneht to!
‘timated that defense was ab-iforego ecororic growth and;
sorbing 6 to 8 percent of theiconswmer s-tisfartion it faror
gross national product, and es-;of militzry czpabilities,” the re-!

timate that-Defense Deartment nort s~id. .

analysts have said was far tcoj At the same timé,'. the s'tmidy;‘

low in comparison, the United'said, “we see no evidence thati
States spends about 5.5 percentieconomic considerations are;
of its comparably measured  deterring the Soviets from con-!
gross national preduct on ds-'timiing the present pace. and;
fense. : imagnitude of their defense ef-!

$PAcs program, the CLA, &
iotal defense spending wouls
be 3 billion rubles more.

The new estimates for 1973
are about twice the previous
estimates. About 99 percent of
the increase, the study said, “is
accouniad for by our naw un-
derstanding of  Sovier pricas
and costs.”

The study estimated that over
the last’ five vears Soviet de-
fense spending in rubles had
been growing at an average an-
nual rate of 4 {0 3 percent rath--
er than the 3 percent previously
estimated. Tie study said iu-;
ture spending would grow at
a more moderate rate »s the
Soviet Union compleres the de-
picyment of a new gener:tion
of-strategic missiles. -

“The study observed that the
annual grow:h in the zross na-
tional product “is large ancugn
to allow both increases in de-
fense spending znd at Jleast!
slow improvements in living

standards.” .

Furthermore, i1 said. even the
present lavel of deiense invest-:
ment programs is so high thati
with modest rates of growth.!
or even with a constant level
of spending, inventories of mili-
tary equipment would continue

.In a letter to Senator Prox-.fort.” Jto Tise. -

mire. Georse Bush. the Directgri The C.I.A. estimated that So-
of Central .Intelligence, szid|viet spending for defense pro-!
ty~t th vpward revision “doesigrams grew from 40-43 billion
not indicate- that the Soviets rubles in 1970 to 50-55 billion
have any mcre weapons orirubles in 1975. as measured in|
- : ;1970 prices. One ruble is about/

i ;
| Under a broader definition to

dnclude the military-operated’
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